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Applicant's Response 



1. 



In Applicant's Response dated December 13, 2006, Applicant's amendment in combination with 



the arguments filed 1 1/06/2006 are persuasive. 



All other objections and rejections previously set forth are withdrawn. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



2. 



Claims 43-68 and 70 are allowed. 



3. 



The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance 



Claim 43 



The closest prior art is Plagiserve et al. teaches an online plagiarism detection service 
that allows a user to submit a document to be checked (See page 25). The system then 
compares the document to a database of documents and presents report to the user. Plagiserve 
attempts to solve the problem in the art of plagiarism detection by ensuring that documents on the 
Internet are not copied by students. 

Plagiserve solves the problem by allowing instructors to submit a given students paper 
and then receives a report where the information is color coded and when the user places a 
cursor over the hyperlinked information a percentage of match is shown (See page 3). The prior 
art of Plagiserve does not teach or suggest the limitations of presenting to the user two modes on 
the interface where one of the modes provides a review option permitting the user to markup the 
paper. Further, Plagiserve does not teach that the comparison method uses fingerprinting to 
check for the originality of a document and comparing fingerprints to stored fingerprints in a 
database. Additionally, Plagiserve does not teach a peer review application that has defined rules 
for reviewing uploaded papers where the rules comprise standards for review comprising 
questions and rubrics provided by a sponsor as recited in the amended claims. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/087, 1 1 8 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2179 

The prior art of Carden a hosted publishing system that accepts manuscripts, or graphics 
or media from authors for review prior to publication within a society or with a given publisher. 
(Carden Figure 6 and 7 and page 11, lines 22-35 and page 12, lines 1-25). Carden teaches the 
process of editors sending review instructions to the reviewers that are either in a stock or 
computer driven format or customized by the editor, which can be considered pre-defined rules. 
Additionally, Carden teaches the reviewers use a client-approved score sheet for completing the 
reviews which is stored in the system and subsequently published to the author (Carden page 2, 
lines 1-34 and page 27, lines 12-34 and page 28, lines 29-34). Carden does not teach a 
originality checking option mode on the interface and the process of obtaining a fingerprint of a 
document and comparing the fingerprint and the full text of a document to a database of 
fingerprints and documents for the purposes of generating an originality report that highlights 
matched portions of a document and that provides a similarity index ranking along with the 
possible matches on the interface. While the process of Carden does teach a peer review system 
and a process of an Editor in Chief sending a rule set for which a peer reviewer will review a 
given document, the process of Carden accepts a documents originality based on the author 1 
statement and there is no suggestion in Carden that checking a document for originality occurs. 

The prior art of Brin et al. (See NPL submitted 06/05/2006) teaches a system for 
registering documents and then detecting complete or partial copies of the document. Brin 
teaches a chunking strategy based on a set of rules where sentences are broken into pieces and 
then checked against a repository for plagiarism (See page 399, column 1, bottom). Brin teaches 
that the detection mechanism can be used for variety of ways (See Page 399. Column 2, Middle). 
Brin attempts to solve a problem in that art of allowing users to access a wide variety of libraries 
and sources of information to review topics but also providing security for information providers 
that the information will not be copied. 

Brin solves the problem in the art by registering each document and then utilizing a 
comparison test where the entire or partial section of a document can be checked for a violation 
or copy value. Although Brin teaches a method for determining a documents source and 
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originality, Brin does not teach fingerprinting a document or determining from a set of documents 
that were fingerprinted the originality index. Brin also does teach an interface where the user 
determines which of the two modes to use and a process including a peer review process that 
allows the system or user to enter rules for performing the peer review and rubrics provided by 
the sponsor and an originality report along with an originality index as recited in the claims 

The prior art of EduTie et al teaches an online plagiarism detection system. The system 
of EduTie shows an originality report with an index showing the percentage of match see page 5 
and a color coded scheme that shows the match to a given document. EduTie does not show or 
suggest a peer review process that has defined rules for reviewing uploaded papers where the 
rules comprise standards for review comprising questions and rubrics provided by a sponsor. 
EduTie also does not teach that the comparison is made of uploaded documents to a full text of 
all possible matches where the matches are identified by comparing fingerprints of the uploaded 
papers as recited in the amended claims. 

The prior art of Pugh et al. teaches a duplicate document detection technique that 
assigns fingerprints to a given document by extracting parts of document and assigning the parts 
to a list and then assigning the list a given fingerprint. Pugh teaches that near duplicate document 
checking cab used for plagiarism detection programs (See column 1, lines 20-30). Pugh teaches 
that web crawling applications and search engines can accept input and provide a result to the 
user showing the page rank of a given matched document based on fingerprints (See column 7, 
lines, 25-67). Pugh teaches a browser interface in a plagiarism-checking mode (See column 18, 
lines 25-55 and Figure 13) but does not teach a peer review process that has defined rules for 
reviewing uploaded papers where the rules comprise standards for review comprising questions 
and rubrics provided by a sponsor and where a review comprises the completion of standards for 
review by a user as provided by a sponsor as recited in the amended claims. 

Therefore, when the claim is taken as a whole, and considering the prior art listed above, 
The prior art of Plagiserve, EduTie, or Brin do not teach or suggest either alone or in combination 
a peer review process along with a process of using fingerprints to check for document originality. 
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. Carden teaches a peer review process but does not teach or suggest a process for checking 
document originality or for generating a report that highlights the fingerprinted portions of an 
uploaded document that match the portions of other documents identified by the system that 
comprises a level of duplication comprising a similarity index ranking and a process of displaying 
the matches and the ranking together on the originality report. Pugh teaches a fingerprinting 
mechanism where documents are fingerprinted and stored in a database. However, Pugh does 
not teach a peer review process and does not teach the generation of an originality report that is 
displayed with the level of similarity and all of the possible matches to the fingerprinted 
documents. When taken as a whole or in combination the prior art does not teach or suggest to 
the skilled artisan that the combination of features as recited in the amended claims could be 
brought together to achieve all of the limitations of the claim and therefore claim 43 is allowed. 

Claims 44-68 and 70: 

These claims are dependent upon Claim 43 and are thus allowable. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than the payment 
of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue fee. 
Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for 
Allowance." 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Steven B. Theriault whose telephone number is (571) 272-5867. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F 7:30 - 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Weilun Lo can be reached on (571) 272-4847. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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